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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

The amendment filed on May 29, 2007, has been entered and acknowledged by 
the Examiner. 

Claims 1, 3, 9-10, 19-21, 23-25, 27, and 29-37 are pending in the instant 
application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 19 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Sakai et al. (EP 1 199909 A9) (of record). 

Regarding claims 19 and 37, Sakai discloses a passivation layer for an electronic 
device comprising boron oxide (Pages 17-18, Paragraphs [0164]-[0165]; Page 16, 
Paragraph [0145]). Note that the Examiner regards the phrase "for absorbing electrons, 
ions, and electric fields harmful to the electronic device" as an intended use; in order to 
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meet an intended use requirement in a claim to a device, the passivation layer of Sakai 
is only required to be capable of so performing. The Examiner considers the capability 
of absorbing electrons, ions, and electric fields harmful to the electronic device inherent 
to a boron oxide passivation layer. Since Sakai discloses the required structure and 
composition requirements of claims 19 and 37, the Examiner considers Sakai to 
anticipate the claimed inventions. 

Claims 1, 3, 9-10, 20-21, 23-24, 27, 29, and 32-36 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Stegamat (US 2004/0046500) (of record). 

Regarding claim 1, Stegamat discloses an organic light emitting diode device 
comprising a substrate (Fig. 2, 210; Page 2, Paragraph [0030]), a layer of organic light 
emitting material (Fig. 2, 241; Page 3, Paragraph [0051]), a transparent cathode 
comprising a layer of material with a work function less than 4eV (Fig. 2, 260; Page 2, 
Paragraph [0034]); Page 4, Paragraph [0064]), a passivation layer comprising boron 
oxide overlying the cathode (Fig. 2, 270; Page 5, Paragraphs [0072] and [0075]), and an 
encapsulation layer directly overlying the passivation layer (Page 4, Paragraph [0067]— 
see 'polymeric encasement layers', note that getter layer 280 is optional). 

Regarding claim 3, Stegamet further discloses wherein the material with a work 
function of less than 4 eV is calcium (Page 4, Paragraph [0064]). 

Regarding claim 9, Stegamet discloses a method of manufacturing an organic 
light emitting diode device, comprising the steps of taking a substrate (Fig. 2, 210; Page 
2, Paragraph [0030]) bearing a layer of organic light emitting material (Fig. 2, 241; Page 
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3, Paragraph [0051]) and a transparent cathode comprising a layer of material with a 
work function less than 4 eV (Fig. 2, 260; Page 2, Paragraph [0034]); depositing a 
passivation layer comprising boron oxide on the cathode (Fig. 2, 270; Page 5, 
Paragraphs [0072] and [0075]); and depositing an encapsulating layer directly on the 
passivation layer (Page 4, Paragraph [0067]— see 'polymeric encasement layers', note 
that getter layer 280 is optional). 

Regarding claim 10, Stegamet further discloses wherein the passivation layer is 
deposited by thermal evaporation (Page 5, Paragraph [0072]). 

Regarding claim 20, Stegamet further discloses wherein the light emitting 
material is a polymeric light emitting material (Page 3, Paragraph [0051]). 

Regarding claim 21 , Stegamet further discloses wherein the passivation layer 
directly overlies the layer of material with a work function less than 4 eV (Fig. 2, 260 and 
271; Page 4, Paragraphs [0063]-[0064]; Page 5, Paragraph [0078]). 

Regarding claim 23, Stegamet further discloses wherein the encapsulating layer 
comprises glass (Figs. 1 and 2, 190 & 195; Page 2, Paragraph [0029]; Page 1, 
Paragraph [0007]). Note that the Examiner understands that glass is inherently Si0 2 . 

Regarding claim 24, Stegamet further discloses wherein the device further 
comprises sealing layers of adhesive and glass (Figs. 1 and 2, 190 & 195; Page 2, 
Paragraph [0029]; Page 1, Paragraph [0007]). 

Regarding claim 27, Stegamet further discloses wherein the passivation layer is 
deposited directly onto the layer of material with a work function less than 4 eV (Fig. 2, 
260 and 271; Page 4, Paragraphs [0063]-[0064]; Page 5, Paragraph [0078]). 
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Regarding claim 29, Stegamet further discloses wherein the encapsulating layer 
comprises glass (Figs. 1 and 2, 190 & 195; Page 2, Paragraph [0029]; Page 1, 
Paragraph [0007]). Note that the Examiner understands that glass is inherently Si0 2 . 

Regarding claim 32, Stegamet further discloses wherein the device is sealed with 
an adhesive and glass (Figs. 1 and 2, 190 & 195; Page 2, Paragraph [0029]; Page 1, 
Paragraph [0007]). 

Regarding claim 33, Stegamet further discloses adapting the thickness of the 
passivation layer to energy of electrons, ions, or fields from which protection is required 
(Figs. 7 and 8; Page 6, Paragraph [0100]). 

Regarding claim 34, Stegamet discloses wherein the passivation layer comprises 
boron oxide and provides a function of absorbing electrons, ions, and electic fileds 
harmful to the transparent cathode (Fig. 2, 270; Page 5, Paragraphs [0072] and [0075]; 
Figs. 7 and 8; Page 6, Paragraph [0100]). 

Regarding claim 35, Stegamet further discloses wherein sealing layers of 
adhesive and glass and the encapsulating layer comprises glass (Figs. 1 and 2, 190 & 
195; Page 2, Paragraph [0029]; Page 1, Paragraph [0007]). Note that the Examiner 
understands that glass is inherently Si0 2 . 

Regarding claim 36, Stegamet further discloses wherein the material with a work 
function of less than 4 eV comprises calcium (Page 4, Paragraph [0064]), and wherein 
the light emitting material is a polymeric light emitting material (Page 3, Paragraph 
[0051]). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Stegamet (US 2004/0046500) in view of Shi et al. (US 5998805). 

Regarding claim 25, Stegamet teaches the invention of claim 24 but is silent 
regarding the type of adhesive. In the same field of endeavor, Shi teaches an adhesive 
for attaching a glass encapsulation layer to an organic electroluminescent device, like 
that of Stegamet, as epoxy resin in order to secure and align the upper substrate to the 
device closely (Column 7, line 65 to Column 8, line 12). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the invention of Stegamet to have the 
adhesive be epoxy resin in order to secure and align the upper substrate to the device 
closely, as disclosed by Shi. 

Claims 30 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Stegamet (US 2004/0046500) in view of Tai et al. (US 665661 1). 

Regarding claims 30 and 31 , Stegamet teaches the invention of claim 28 
including an encapsulation layer of Si0 2> but is silent regarding the method of forming 
the encapsulation layer. In the same field of endeavor of methods of forming Si0 2 layers 
for organic electroluminescent devices, Tai teaches wherein Si0 2 layers are suitably 
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formed by either electron beam evaporation or sputtering in order to form the Si0 2 
through a vacuum deposition process (Column 5, lines 30-33). Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the invention of Stegamet to 
have the encapsulation layer of Si0 2 be formed through either electron beam 
evaporation or sputtering in order to form the Si0 2 through a vacuum deposition 
process, as disclosed by Tai. 



Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed May 29, 2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

With regard to the Sakai reference, Applicant argues that Sakai discloses an 
intermediate insulating layer including boric acid that is located between the lower and 
upper electrodes to prevent short circuits, and therefore does not anticipate a 
passivation layer that protects a cathode electrode from harmful electrons, etc. 
Applicant further argues that the instant application defines a passivation layer as "being 
a layer specifically positioned in an electronic device and capable of protecting the 
transparent cathode and light emitting material from harmful electrons, ions or electric 
fields resulting during application of an encapsulation layer on the device." Therefore, 
the Applicant argues that Sakai fails to disclose the invention of claim 19. 

The Examiner respectfully disagrees. The Examiner has carefully reviewed the 
disclosure of the instant application and while the passivation layer of the instant 
application is described as provided the benefits quoted above, it does not define a 
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passivation layer as a layer that specifically provides these benefits. Although the 
Applicant is entitled to act as their own lexicographer, they must clearly and explicitly set 
forth a definition of the term that is different from its ordinary and customary meanings 
so that any departure from common usage would be so understood by a person of 
experience in the field of the invention. See MPEP 21 1 1 .01 IV. Applicant has failed to 
clearly and explicitly define the phrase "passivation layer" such that it is defined 
differently than its plain meaning. The Examiner has treated the claims on their merits 
by giving the phrase its broadest reasonable definition. Merriam-Webster Online 
Dictionary defines 'passivate' as: 1) to make inactive or less reactive, 2) to protect 
against contamination by coating or surface treatment. A passivation layer, therefore, 
would fulfill either of these definitions. Therefore, the boric acid containing insulating 
layer meets the requirements of the passivation layer comprising boron oxide of claim 
19. 

With regard to the Stegamet reference, the Applicant argues that it is improper to 
rely upon the sealing layers of conventional prior art device of Paragraph [0007] 
because it does not have a layer of boron oxide, and therefore Stegamet fails to 
disclose the invention of the claims. Applicant argues that the boron oxide layer of 
Stegamet does not meet the specifically defined passivation layer of the instant 
application. Applicant further argues that the barrier layer of Stegamet is not entirely 
boron oxide, only that it 'includes' boron oxide. Applicant further argues that Stegamet 
fails to disclose both an encapsulating layer and a glass sealing layer. 
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The Examiner respectfully disagrees. Stegamet discloses that the invention of 
Figure 2 may be used in combination with any conventional sealing/protection method, 
such as with a mechanically installed top cover and adhesive sealant (Paragraph 
[0029]) and further discloses a polymeric encasement layer that can be directly in 
contact with the boron oxide barrier layer (Paragraph [0067]). Therefore, Stegamet 
discloses the required encapsulating/sealing layers in addition to a layer of boron oxide. 
See above response as to whether Applicant has specifically and explicitly defined the 
phrase 'passivation layer' over the commonly understood definition within the art. 
Further, Stegamet does disclose that the barrier layer is entirely (consists of) boron 
oxide: "In an especially preferred embodiment, molybdenum oxide, boron oxide, 
vanadium oxide, or a mixture thereof is deposited on the device as barrier material 271" 
(Paragraph [0075], emphasis added). Stegamet, as noted above (see Paragraphs 
[0029] and [0067]), discloses both an encapsulating layer and a glass sealing layer. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Anne M. Hines whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2285. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 8:00- 
4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nimesh Patel can be reached on (571) 272-2457. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Anne M Hines 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2879 
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